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Business In Nebraska 
oj Neb raska 
IIY T I-I E II tJ RE.-\U OF IIU S I N ESS 
NEBRASKA COUNTY AND CITY POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR 1967 
Nebruka'. popu laHon at the end of 1967 ill estimat ed· to have and daughter marry a nd locate locally. It is mOlt likely that there 
been I,S21,6S4. Thh wu an increue of 5 ,6 10 penona o r nearly will develop two new family units away from the original home. 
0.4 percent for the year . The 1967 increaa", was markedly len Give n a dear th of rental propertiel in the community and /or the 
than the 18,000 pereone, o r L.2 percent. inc rea.", ea timated for well - known proclivity and. ability of today' . young married couples 
1966 . Sinee April, 1960, the s tate' . population h estimated to t o start buying their own home., these new family units will eithe r 
hay . increau,d abo ut 1.8 percent. The eltlmated national in- buy into "new houeing " areal or take over unite vacated by otherl 
crease for the eame period was about 10.5 percent. Net-reeka's who are "moving up" into the new houle • . if the eon'l family and 
growth continue. to be notably below that of t he Nation . the daughter's !amily both move into new houses, then there will 
This year's Bureau of Business Research e stimate moves the be a net gain of two famUiel, two more houses , two mOre of each 
leve l o f Nebraska's population upward contrarily to the downward type of utility connection, two mOre neWlpaper SUbscriptions , etc., 
movement estimated by the U. S . Bureau of the Census . The Bu- and an increa.e in spending , yet there are no more persons. 
r eau of the Ceneus provisionally es t imated Nebraska's population Even an excess of births over deaths and a rhing .chool census 
at midyear 1967 at 1,435,000 o r 2:.8 percent below that of midyear need not mean more personl . In the first inltance, bot h birthl 
1966 and only 1.6 percent above that of April, 1960. Contrary to the and deathl may be falling and even a ca.e where births are falling 
Bureau of Business Research, the Bureau of the Censue hal esti- more than deaths is nOw common. A decline in birth. mayor may 
mated Nebraska'i population to be falling since 1964--with a de - not r eflect a decline in familiu and hence population. The birth 
crease f rom 1964 to 1965 of 0 .9 pe r cent, followed by one from 1965 rate, i.e .. the number o f birthl pe r 1,000 petlOnS , may decline 
to 1966 of 1.3 percent, and by one from 1966 to 1967 of 2: . 8 percent. without a decline in families. It h , howeve r, a fact that the young-
Our met hod does not aa yet indicate such a negative growth pat- e r, more - mobile families- - which usually generate the l.a.rgest 
tern, although the mOlt r ecent, lower rate of increase may well portion of the births --are the ones that tend to out-migrate. As 
p r esage such a pattern in Our future estimates. Movements nOw they d o and the family base declines, the birth. decline . In thil 
appearing in the school CenlUS and vital s ta ti ltics seriel could b~ case, a multi ple downward impact on population occura. One lesl 
come the basis for a downward trend, Our method may, of course , birth by reason o f one le I" fanlily can be presumed to ' mean at 
not be as senlitive as that of the Bur eau of the Census, yet there least two less peraons and likely more . In the second inllance the 
il no certainty o f the accuracy of Ita eatlmate.. Only the actual preaence cL mor e children in the school census may limply reflect 
count of the Cenaus o f 1970 and a complementary review o f the a "bulge" in the number of children of IcOOoI age while the nurnber 
te chniquea of both agenciel will reveal the realona for the lack of pre - school children ia declining-_alsurning correct censu.es . 
of conformance in the eatimate a . Moreover, the number of familiel in a neighborhood could actually 
Users of our eltimatel are reminded that they are bal.,d upon be d.,cr.,aling-_elpecislly in the csae of thoae without children . 
tho.e four available Indicators of population change -- Ichool cen- To complicate mattera , of course, births and deaths may be falling 
aus , vital ata tiltics, head tax, and vote - -which, al a relult of Ita - and indicating a downward movement of population while at the 
ti ltical analYles, were found to be most reprelf!ntative. We can same t ime the I chool cenlus il r i l ing and indicating an upward 
not, ho wever, adju l t complete ly for "errorl" in the basic data o f 
the seriea as reported by county and etate agencies. For example, 
in one city an admitted "change in the methods we used to take the 
Ichool census last year " r esulted in an obvioully unrea lis tic, yet 
unadjustable, increase in the number of persons 5 - 2:0 yean re -
ported for 1967. In another cue , the head tax le vied al re ported 
in one I tate oflice doee not sgree with that reporte d in another and 
neither figure exactly equals the amount finally collected. In addi-
movement. 
By their very nature eltimate. must have lome errOr in them. 
Over a large number oC eltimat e, the errors should tend to eve n 
out, however, and thus the trend o( the eltimates become I appro-
priate --il not the exact figure.. Where , (or example, an estUnate 
o( 5,900 seem I " too low" in terms or a " beUeved-to-be " population 
of 6 ,1 00, the differe nce il o nly 3 percent. As a percent of e rror, 
this il not unacceptable to demographers and ot hera making and 
tion, our techn~que can not make complete allowance (or annex· using such estimates . Where aho a c~rrent e l timate il alight-
ationl and /or c hangel in college enrollment. Iy below that of a previous year, i t is difficult to determine just 
We take this opportunity to urge caution upon tho ... who unequiv- which of the two estimatea I. "too low" and which ''too high. " We 
ocally equate "new housing, " "more utility connecHon.," and "in- remind the r ead.,r also tha t large percentage changea may r e -
creased businese activit y " with populat ion increaee . Consider, £iec t amall absolute changea in case I whe r e the population balle 
for example, the case of a family o f four from which both the Ion is small . (Continued On page 4) 
M • A • U R N • N E • 
_ Busines. Summa ry_ 
R A • • A • U • N E • • 
(81. c .. h farm marketing. (10). electl"ic:i ty produced (11) , new,-
~per advert;.lng (S), manufacturing employment (iZI . other em -
December'. dollar volume of bu.l"e .. in Nebu.aka (Table I) ployment (ll), g.aoline .. lea (8). 
roae 2:.1 '10 from December. 1966. Phyalcai volume (or the .ame Retail •• lIn (or Nebraaka (Table. HI. IV, VI in Janua r y rau, 
period. roUi z.6'1o. In the U. S. the dollar volume inc:re, ... ed 7.9'10 7.,.,. over January, 1967. Hard good •• ale. Increased iZ.)'1o a. the 
and the phYllcal volume increased 4.3.,.. During the pall twelve re ault of algniHeanl ;nerea.e. In building material. ( +9.8.,.) and 
month, Nebraska'. dollar volume dropped below 1966 Level. only automotive dealere (-+18.2:.,., . Our .euonally adjulted month-ago 
twice (April and June) and the phyaical volume dipped only slightly ratio 'J6.Z would indicate that January aalea declined from Decem · 
one time (July). The businen indicatou and the number of mont ha ber more t han normally expected. Janua ry 'l sales tal' rece ipta 
in 1'J67 that each w .. above 1966 levels are .. fo liowl: bank dablts wer" also reported by the s t a t e tax commissione r to hava been 
(121. construction activity (t), r e tail aales (10), Wa insu rance salel less t han tha t expected. 
AU figurea on thia page are adjulted for ,eaaon.1 changes, which me .... that the month-to-month ratio. a re relative to the no rmal 
or expected c h.nge •. Figure. in Table I (except the Hut line) a re adjusted where a ppropr iate (or price c ungel . Ga.oline .. Ie . 
for Nebra,ka a re for road use only; for the United State, they are production in t.he previoua month. E. L. BURGESS 
NEBRASKA and the UNITED S T ATES II. PHYSICAL VOLUME OF BUS INE:SS Pe r centage of 1948 Average 
DEC ~ Perce nt Percent <Ol Sama Pa rca",! 01. nt.1 U48 Avera,e Month a Year AIO Prac:adJ"'l Mont. Nebraaka . U. S. 
Month 
Bu .inea, indicato r s ebra,ka U.S. Nebr .. ka U.s. Nebra.'" US. 1'J66-61 1'J66-61 
Dollar Volume of Buainesa 273.6 336.7 102 . 1 107.9 103 . 2 101.1 December 1'94.2 209.6 
PhY lical Volume of Bu,inen 1'J'J. 3 218.6 102.6 104 . 3 104.5 'J'J.8 January 189.1 lI3.4 
February l06 .7 214 .6 
Bank debita (::heckl, etc. ) 213. 8 335 . 1 101.5 108.3 99.8 99.6 March 1'J8 .6 2 16.3 
Construct ion ac tiv it y 235.8 17 8.6 97.7 105.2 108.4 101.6 Apdl 1'J1.6 2 17.6 
Retail .. :ea 148.8 IH.O 'J9.7 100.9 105.1 99.2 M., 195.7 216.2 
Uee in.urance .ale a 354.9 454.9 97.0 106.4 'J7 .4 103.2 June 19S.7 2 19.5 
C:;t.sh farm marketings 189.9 152.5 108.6 103.4 115 .0 104.9 July 196.9 217.6 
Elecl deity produced 325.0 437.9 106.S 106.4 97 .0 96.7 Auguat 203.2 2 19.5 
New.pape r advertising 153.9 143.6 100.6 91.8 94.5 96 .6 SeiXember 20Z.8 2 16.5 
Manufacluring employtnent 166.3 127. I 103.7 100.1 10 1.0 100 . 3 October 203.0 2 16.S 
~he r employment 143.5 164.0 103.5 10 4.5 101.4 100 . 3 November 190.8 219.1 
a .ollne aale, 268.9 213.2 I I 1.5 104.4 150 .8 96 .2 December 199.3 218.6 
III . RETAIL SA L ES for Selec ted Cities. 
material. furniture . hardware. equipment . 
Totll!. Ha rd GoGcia, and Soft Good , Sto re •. Hard Good, Include automobile. building 
Soft Good. include food . gaaollne . deparlment , clothing. and ml.c:eU.neou. sto re a 
JAN Pa~ant of Sama Pe rcaDi 01. JAN P arcant 01 5~a I ~ercant 01. MOlIth a Taar AlO P.-.cedlnl Month a Yaar Alo PrecadlDI 
No. of H ... Sof' Montb 
City Raporta- TOI'al Good. Good. Total 
THE STATE 
'" 
107 . 9 112.3 106.0 96.2 
~.ho I 
" 
117.7 131.1 106.7 101.5 
Lincoln 75 119.6 IZ9.0 11 1.9 104.3 ~rand hland 33 113.6 112.7 114.4 86.9 
H:;t..tinga I 30 105 .6 110.6 10 I.Z 109.0 
North P latte ZO 97 .2 81.9 107 . 9 87 .5 
IV RETAI L SALES Othe r Citiea and Rural Countie. , 
JAN No . of Percent of 
Reporli· """-
Month 
LocaJity A Yea~ A,O 
Kearney ZO 109.6 ~Iliance 29 113.7 ~ebr"ka City 
" 
II\.9 
Broken Bow n 115.6 
~~ll' City n 94 .1 
o ldrege ., 91.7 
hadron .. 106.2 
Be:;t.trice ., 105.2 
idney 
" 
105.4 
o. Sioux City 
" 
104 .4 
ntelope , 132.4 
Cili. Z3 115 .4 
uming 
" 
90.1 
and Hill." Z4 114.5 
~odge ••• 
" 
123.5 
ranklin I. 10 3.6 ~_~It IS 111.3 
aunde r . 18 104.1 
bayer , 117.0 
!M·iae. countie( 57 95 .Z 
•• 
,,, ~Iooker. Grant, Dawes, C e y, 
• • • Out.ide Principal City "". 
Percent of 
Precedinl 
Mo"tb 
106.S 
101.3 
101.3 
95 .7 
79 .0 
15 . 9 
94.1 
117.8 
93.9 
119.9 
IZ5.2 
96 .7 
111.9 
9S.2 
120.9 
100.5 
16.6 
105.1 
91.2 
101.5 
5 he ridan Counties 
No. 01. 
..... SoU Month 
City Reporta. TOI~ 00 ... Good. Total 
Fremonl 
" 
109.S IIS.2 IOZ.5 101.8 
Fairbury 
" 
105.5 116 .S 95.S 106.6 
Norfolk 33 IOS.4 109.0 107.9 79 .1 
Scottsbluff J6 107.1 111.5 103.3 100.Z 
Columbu s Z9 11 1.2 114.9 101.8 95.3 
McCook ., 100 .0 104. 3 95.5 112.6 
Yo rk 
" 
93.6 7 1.0 10S.0 83.3 
V RETAIL SALES by Subgroupa for the State and Majo r Divil iona 
JAN Percent of Sama Month a Year A,o 
F"!aha a1>4 "'bo, Rural Type of Store Nabraaka LIncoln CiHes Countiea 
ALL STORES···· 101.9 112.5 106.2 104.9 
Selected Services 99.6 9 1.2 112.7 94.8 
Food ,Ioru 107.6 11 0.8 107 .S 104 . 3 
Grocerie, and meata 111.3 11 3.6 113.3 107.1 
Eating and drinking pI. 102.0 107.3 97 .2 101.6 
Dairlea and olhe r food. 102.0 104.0 106. 9 95.Z 
Equipment 101.5 il 3.0 101.9 107. 7 
Building material 109 .B 144 .2 102.5 82 .7 
Hardware dea lere 105.0 104.8 111.6 98.6 
Farm e quipment 86 .6 5 1.0 BI. ... 127.0 
Home equlpmant 110.9 117.1 106.7 IOB.9 
Automotive .tore. 115.7 130.Z 108.5 IOB.5 
Automotive deale ra 11 8 . 2 133.5 110.6 110.5 
Service Iiallo"a 107.9 116.7 100.4 106.5 
Mi.ceUaneou. I lo re . 103.S 104.4 104.4 102.7 
General merch ... dl.e 100.4 101.l 99.1 95 .0 
Variety .torea 99.5 97.0 10 1. 3 100. 3 
Apparel .tore. 104.7 102.2 104.0 107.S 
Lwrury good. alore. 100.2 109.9 101.5 83 .1 
Drug atore. 106.1 103.4 105.4 109.6 
Other atore. 118.0 103.0 119.9 13 1.0 
• ••• Not In 
'" '" 
c d g Selected Servlcea 
0' 
I I 
103. 3 12:0.2 107.3 I 100.6 98 .1 100.0 
111.9 111.3 2:05.6 I 110.5 102 .2: 101.9 
111.6 109.6 I 111.8 99.0 114 .7 103.9 
12:5.2: I ZO . 8 114.6 107 .1 lIZ.9 99.6 
109.4 173.7 105.6 174.4 107,5 ll6.9 108.5 
11Z.Z 180.8 109.8 1Il.Z NA 9b.8 NA 
111.9 NA 111.3 97 . Z 115.5 109.0 12:4.5 10 L.O 
110.7 117 . 8 lOl,O 109.6 103.0 104.8 100.0 NA 
123.2 119.8 2:99.8 107 .1 92:.2: 1 14.3 168.5 12: 1.3 137.5 
113.4 109 . 3 167 . 8 108.4 117.6 107.5 118.2: 12 7 .1 97 .7 
110.8 IOS.9 110.6 1Il.Z 1 t7.9 102.7 104.0 12: 1,3 115.3 
119.5 L06 .5 175.8 100,0 100.7 1 10.7 NA 152:.7 14\.2: 
103.8 108.6 87 .4 105.4 99.5 102:.7 103.2: 117.3 NA 
106.7 121 .0 63.6 113.7 101.8 120.9 118.9 80 . 8 92:.5 
City 108 .9 85 .6 174.1 Ill.'} 107.7 10 7.2: 96 .Z. 132,3 NA 
City 113.1 107.1 36 .5 104.4 175.8 109 .8 NA 131.1 NA 
104.2: 138 .0 62: .2: 93.6 109.9 IOZ.5 94.6 12:4.3 
City 105.0 96 . 3 35 .2- 94 .1 113.6 109.S 101.0 141.Z 113.2 
10 8 .7 109.4 342 .7 IOS.S 111.2 NA 96.6 169.6 98.6 
1Il.8 117. 8 Z4.1 91. 7 108.1 108.7 163.3 124.S 112.7 
106.S 101.6 S7.0 106.2 118.2 111.6 98.3 128.3 NA 
108.7 115.6 113.8 107.6 100 .7 108.1 
City B.ok Retail E le ctricity 0 .. 
Index Debita Sale a Conaumed Conawned 
100.6 104.S 94.2 71.5 105.6 IZl.4 103 .7 100.0 78.7 
87.1 97.6 69.4 81.0 107.8 125.3 93.5 76.3 71.8 
99.8' 105.8 n.5 76 .8 103.9 117.4 106.9 97.0 78.6 
104.Q, 108.0 100.6 79.3 102.9 120.1 104.6 116.5 81. 7 
98.8 11 3.0 110.0 65.3 101. 7 146.9 100.7 82 .7 
104.7 99.5 94.9 82. ] 1]2.8 111.6 IZ9.1 11 3.6 n.S 
97.9 loz .6 97.4 75.1 98.7 NA 107.9 93.0 NA 
n .8 98 .4 90.3 65 .8 119.2 14].8 107.8 66 . 8 74.0 
9 4.7 101 .0 89.7 77 .6 84 .4 13l.8 93.4 103.6 NA 
96.6 104.1 89.8 76.8 111.3 124.7 100.0 87 .• 3 n.6 
92.5 95 .7 82 .1 58.9 133.7 110.5 93.8 98.4 74.8 
97 .0 10Z .1 n.2 n .5 IZI.3 ]22 . 9 101.0 n .7 74.3 
104.6 113.3 135.1 81.7 104.5 12 6 . 3 NA 9Z .2 96.0 
106 . 9 IOZ . 2 156.7 7 1.8 105.1 11 3 . 3 121.2 94.3 NA 
85 .0 8 1. 4 67.6 n.s 100.9 138.5 103.8 83.2 74.7 
City 81 .8 n.7 68.4 75.4 109.8 1 17 .1 91.5 79.3 NA 
City 107 .0 112 .Z 94 .9 80.6 188.5 140.4 NA 58:7 NA 
99 . 1 121.1 84.3 61.7 119.2 1 11.1 99.0 84 .4 
86 .1 88.0 n.7 59 .5 95.7 130.2 91.6 n.o 66.3 
9S . 8 108.9 102.3 80 .0 100.0 NA 89.2 98.2 71.7 
94 . 8 111.0 81.0 56 .0 107.S 123.7 120.6 79.7 71.4 
96 .4 75.8 69 .2 108 .8 119.8 130.8 93.4 NA 
10 I. 118.4 102.1 82 .0 
(Continued from first page) 
THE COUNTIES 
Table I presents the 1967 estimated county populations and a 
comparison of them with 1966 estimates and 1960 census counts. 
No marked redistribution of people within the state is noted for 
1967. Only slight increases occurred in the proportions of the 
state's population in the 10,000-to-20,000, "medium-county" and 
the 20,000-to-60,000, "large-county" groups. 
sent such a marked reversal of the previous trend as to evoke the 
opinion population growth in these two counties may have begun to 
slacken--if not in number then at least relative to past growth. 
The rate of increase in persons 5-20 years of age in the school 
census has declined and births have been falling while deaths have 
been rising--thus the excess of births over deaths has been falling 
- -e s pe cially since 1963. The se conditions are indications of a 
slackening growth. The positive effect of in-migration into the two 
principal communities of these counties may not as yet have com-
pletely offset the out-migration generated by the closing of some 
plants in the Omaha area and the deactivation of the airbase at 
Lincoln. 
Our estimates indicate that principal gainers in population in the 
"large-county" group were Sarpy (+5.6%), Hall (+5.7%), Adams 
(+4.3%), and Scottsbluff (+3.8%). In the "medium-county" group, 
Box Butte (+4.4%). Otoe (+4.8%). Seward (+10.2%), and Richardson 
(+12.9%) showed notable gains. Our investigation indicates that the 
changes for Box Butte and Richardson reflect to a large degree a 
too-low estimate for 1966 rather than a marked growth in 1967. 
The two "metropolitan" counties, Douglas and Lancaster, failed 
to register gains either in number of persons or in share of the 
state. For the first time since 1960, both counties show some de-
crease. The estimated decreases of 0.3 and 0.4 percent respec-
tively are, however, insufficient to warrant the opinion that there 
was any notable exodus. The estimates do, nevertheless, repre-
In general, from 1966 to 1967, twenty-one counties show in-
creases of 2 percent or more; of these, four were up more than 
5 percent. Twenty-seven counties dropped 2 percent or more, 
with 12 of these being down by more than 5 percent. The remain-
ing 45 counties had increases or decreases of less than 2 percent, 
which is not a large enough change to consider significant. Com-
pared with last year, the twenty-one county group was much small-
er than the thirty-county group with similar gains in 1966". The in-
creasing number, 45 in 1967 as compared with 36 in 1966, with "in-
TABLE I 
POPULATION OF NEBRASKA COUNTIES, 1960, AND ESTIMATES FOR 1966 AND 1967 
Number of Persons % Chanl!e to 1967 Number of Persons, % Chanl!e to 1967 
County 1960* 1966 1967 from 1960 I from 1966 County 1960'~ 1966 1967 from 1960lfrom 1966 
Adams 28,944 30,949 32,272 + 11.5 + 4.3 Jefferson 11,620 11,592 11,489 - 1.1 - 0.9 
Antelope 10,176 9,186 9,253 - 9.1 + 0.7 Johnson 6,281 6,161 6,125 - 2.5 - 0.6 
Arthur 680 646 666 - 2.1 + 3.1 Kearney 6,580 6,500 6,726 + 2.2 + 3.5 
Banner 1,269 1,162 1,121 -11.7 - 3.5 Keith 7,958 8,259 8,458 + 6.3 + 2.4 
Blaine 1,016 1,060 1,057 + 4.0 - 0.3 Keya Paha 1,672 1,572 1,432 -14.4 - 8.9 
Boone 9,134 8,440 8,391 - 8.1 - 0.6 Kimball 7,975 7,598 6,561 -17.7 -13.6 
Box Butte 11,688 10,679 11,153 - 4.6 + 4.4 Knox 13,300 13,660 13,455 + 1.2 - 1.5 
Boyd 4,513 3,993 3,687 -18.3 - 7.7 Lancaster 155,272 175,414 174,641 +12.5 - 0.4 
Brown 4,436 4,541 4,254 - 4.1 - 6.3 Lincoln 28,491 29,447 30,280 + 6.3 + 2.8 
Buffalo 26,236 28,013 27,340 + 4.2 - 2.4 Logan 1,108 1,025 917 -17.2 -10.5 
Burt 10,196 9,546 9,547 - 6.4 0.0 Loup 1,097 1,033 971 -11.5 - 6.0 
Butler 10,312 9,775 9,506 - 7.8 - 2.8 Madison 25,674* 28,345 28,589 +11.4 + 0.9 
Cass 17,821 17,987 17,925 + 0.6 - 0.3 McPherson 735 653 674 - 8.3 + 3.2 
Cedar 13,368 13,537 13,380 + 0.1 '- 1.2 Merrick 8,363 8,288 8,517 + 1.8 + 2.8 
Chase 4,317 4,071 3,854 -10.7 - 5.3 Morrill 7,057 6,690 6,619 - 6.2 - 1.1 
Cherry 8,218 8,069 7,972 
-
3.0 - 1.2 Nance 5,635 5,360 5,507 - 2.3 + 2.7 
Cheyenne 14,828 13,213 12,344 -16.8 - 6.6 Nemaha 9,099 8,246 8,379 - 7.9 + 1.6 
Clay 8,717 8,654 8,482 - 2.7 - 2.0 Nuckolls 8,217 8,001 7,836 - 4.6 - 2.1 
Colfax 9,595 9,409 9,631 + 0.4 + 2.4 Otoe 16,503 16,629 17,431 + 5.6 + 4.8 
Cuming 12,435 12,350 12,328 - 0.9 - 0.2 Pawnee 5,356 4,819 4,886 - 8.8 + 1.4 
Custer 16,517 15,577 15,490 - 6.2 - 0.6 Perkins 4,189 3,717 3,713 -11.4 - 0.1 
Dakota 12,168 13,372 13,538 + 11.3 + 1.2 Phelps 9,800 9,732 10,183 + 3.9 + 4.6 
Dawes 9,536 9,365 9,574 + 0.4 + 2.2 Pierce 8,722 9,101 8,610 
-
1.3 - 5.4 
Dawson 19,405 19,904 20,065 + 3.4 + 0.8 Platte 23,992 27,033 26,677 +11.2 
-
1.3 
Deuel 3,125 2,973 3,009 - 3.7 + 1.2 Polk 7,272* 7,069 7,074 - 2.7 + 0.1 
Dixon 8,106 7,500 7,626 - 5.9 + 1.7 Red Willow 12,940 13,311 13,477 + 4.1 + 1.2 
Dodge 32,471 35,785 35,615 + 9.7 - 0.5 Richardson 13,903 12,122 13,684 - 1.6 +12.9 
Douglas 343,490 400,678 399,523 +16.3 - 0.3 Rock 2,554 2,358 2,319 - 9.2 - 1.7 
Dundy 3,570 3,311 3,227 - 9.6 - 2.5 Saline 12,542 12,766 12,419 - 1.0 - 2.7 
Fillmore 9,425 9,173 9,114 - 3.3 - 0.6 Sarpy 31,281 53,582 56,574 +80.9 + 5.6 
Franklin 5,449 4,976 4,902 -10.0 - 1.5 Saunders 17,270 17,672 17,482 + 1.2 - 1.1 
Frontier 4,311 3,812 3,537 -18.0 - 7.2 Scotts Bluff 33,809 36,775 38,180 +12.9 + 3.8 
Furnas 7,711 7,367 7,107 - 7.8 - 3.5 Seward 13,581 14,149 15,586 +14.8 +10.2 
Gage 26,818 26,067 26,345 - 1.8 + 1.1 Sheridan 9,049 8,355 8,049 -11.1 - 3.7 
Garden 3,472 3,266 3,135 - 9.7 - 4.0 Sherman 5,382 4,739 4,900 - 9.0 + 3.4 
Garfield 2,699 2,493 2,486 - 7.9 - 0.3 Sioux 2,575 2,327 2,138 -17.0 - 8.1 
Gosper 2,489 2,319 2,197 -11. 7 - 5.3 Stanton 5,783 5,266 5,221 - 9.7 - 0.9 
Grant 1,009 1,015 992 - 1.7 - 2.3 Thayer 9,118 8,696 8,495 - 6.8 - 2.3 
Greeley 4,595 4,277 4,252 - 7.5 - 0.6 Thomas 1,078 852 868 -19.5 + 1.9 
Hall 35,757 40,351 42,652 + 19.3 + 5.7 Thurston 7,237 7,184 7,104 - 1.8 - 1.1 
Hamilton 8,714 9,024 8,957 + 2.8 - 0.7 Valley 6,590 6,340 6,116 - 7.2 - 3.5 
Harlan 5,081 4,579 4,583 - 9.8 + 0.1 Washington 12,103 12,975 13,257 + 9.5 + 2.2 
Hayes 1,919 1,574 1,565 -18.4 - 0.6 Wayne 9,959 9,713 9,764 - 2.0 + 0.5 
Hitchcock 4,829 4,519 4,368 - 9.5 - 3.3 Webster 6,224 5,854 5,754 - 7.6 - 1.7 
Holt 13,722 13,600 13,419 - 2.2 - 1.3 Wheeler 1,297 1,243 1,184 - 8.7 - 4.7 
Hooker 1,130 1,215 1,224 + 8.3 + 0.7 York 13.724 13,243 14,002 ±....b!. + 0,5 
Howard 6,541 6,506 6,659 + 1.8 + 2.4 TOTAL 1,411,921* 1,516,044 1,521,654 + 7.8 + 0.4 
*As corrected by Bureau of the Census. 
Source: Calculated by Bureau of Business Research from data furnished by state and county governmental agencies. 
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significant" changes indicates an increasingly larger block of rel-
atively stable counties. This block consisted of nearly one half of 
the state's counties and had well over half of its population in 1967. 
Douglas. Lancaster. Dodge. Gage. Madison. and Platte combined 
accounted for 45 percent of the state's 1967 population. Adding in 
another 12 "medium-sized" counties - for the most part those hav-
ing relative changes of less than 2.0 percent and ranging between 
excess of non-urban. 
A review of the 1967 and the 1966 estimates. which were pre-
sented in the April. 1967 issue of Business in Nebraska. reveals 
lower estimates in 1967 for a number of the places. The estimates 
for each of these places is being reviewed in an attempt to dis-
cover if. as it may seem at first glance. there are errors in the 
basic data and/or inadequacies in our method. In a number of in-
11.000 and 18.000 in population - gets a proportion of 57 percent. stances we have already concluded that previous estimates may 
Those interested in congressional representation will find useful have been "too high" as a result of the basic data. We can not. of 
the following tabulation based upon the Bureau's 1967 estimates. course. adjust or correct for such situations since we do not have 
In the first two columns the 1967 pattern is presented as if no re- any basis for changing the basic data. Unique local developments 
District 
State 
First District 
,Second District 
Third District 
Before Redistricting 
Persons % of State 
1,521,654 
557,750 
487,279 
476,625 
100.0 
36.7 
32.0 
31.3 
After Redistricting 
Persons % of State 
1,521,654 
514,452 
496,826 
510,376 
100.0 
33.8 
32.7 
33.5 
may also have occurred that were not reflected in our four repre-
sentative series: school census. ,births. deaths. and vote. 
The estimate for a particular place depends in part upon an esti-
mate of the county's population and in part upon an estimate of the 
city share of the county. A rise in county population need not 
mean a rise in city population if the city share of the county--as 
districting had been made; in the last two columns is the pattern measured by the four series noted above--is estimated to have 
after redistricting. Redistricting moved all three districts' re- fallen. In some places, as many as three of the four series show 
spective shares to within less than 1 percentage point of the 33.3 the place's share of county as having declined. Combining this 
that would be the proportion each would have if all were equal. condition for some certain place with an estimated decline, or no 
The largest district now varies from the smallest by less than change, in the county population results in a marked decline in the 
18,000 persons, or by 3.5 percent. Without redistricting the var- city population. 
iance at year's end 1967 would have been 81,125 persons, or 17 The most surprising aspect of the city tabulation is undoubtedly 
percent. the lack of increase for both Omaha and Lincoln. The relative de-
THE CITIES clines are, however, too small in magnitude to indicate any notable 
Estimates of 1967 populations for the 43 places of 2,500 or more population decline. The lack of increase does, of course, raise the 
in 1960 are presented in Table II. Attention is again called to the possibility that there has been a reversal of the upward trends in 
difficulty involved in measuring year-to-year developments; of the populations of these two places. The possible reasons for 
more value are the long-term growth or decline patterns. Thus, such reversals have been discussed above in connection with the 
as in the past, we compare the 1967 and the 1960 figures. Douglas and Lancaster County estimates. 
Over the past seven and three-fourths years the combined popu- For other places with unusual decreases in population, declines 
lation of the 43 places has increased about 14 percent. This is in some of the basic series--especially in births--have been noted 
markedly above the 8 percent increase of the state as a whole. It in 1967. The declines in the series and the decreases in population 
is noted, moreover, that the 1966-to-1967 rate of increase of 0.9 based upon them may be, however. merely a one-year aberration 
percent of this group was more than double that of 0.4 percent of and not part of a downward trend. 
the state as a whole. Urban growth continues at a rate much in E. L. HAUSW ALD 
TABLE II 
POPULATION IN NEBRASKA CITIES AND TOWNS, 1960 CENSUS AND 1967 ESTIMATE 
1960 1967 0/0 Change Cities and 1960 1967 0/0 Change 
Cities and Towns* Census Estimate from 1960 Towns* Census Estimate from 1960 
Omaha 301,598 338,156 + 12.1 Blair 4,931 5,606 +13.7 
Lincoln 128,521 147,729 + 14.9 Chadron 5,079 5,563 + 9.5 
Grand Island 25,742 30,675 + 19.2 Seward 4,208 5,298 +25.9 
Hastings 21.412 24,162 + 12.8 Fairbury 5,572 4,920 -11.7 
Bellevue 8,831' 22.488 + 154.6 Wayne 4,217 4,899 +16.2 
Fremont 19,698 22,274 + 13.1 Ogallala 4,250 4.490 + 5.6 
North Platte 17,184 18,955 + 10.3 Crete 3,546 4,301 +21.3 
Norfolk 13,640 15,884 + 16.5 West Point 2.921 4,150 +42.1 
Kearney 14,210 15,800 + 11.2 Broken Bow 3,482 3,987 + 14.5 
Scotts bluff 13,377 15,516 + 16.0 Ralston 2,977 3,915 +31.5 
Columbus 12,476 14,093 + 13.0 Wahoo 3,610 3,848 + 6.6 
Beatrice 12.132 12,538 + 3.3 O'Neill 3,181 3,686 +15.9 
South Sioux City 7,200 8,996 + 24.9 Cozad 3,184 3,606 +13.3 
McCook 8.301 8,914 + 7.4 Kimball 4,384 3,538 -19.3 
Nebraska City 7,252 7,966 + 9.8 Auburn 3.229 3,484 + 7.9 
Sidney 8,004 7,669 - 4.2 Schuyler 3,096 3,204 + 3.5 
Alliance 7,845 7,568 - 3.5 Aurora 2,576 3,077 +19.4 
York 6,173 6,667 + 8.0 Valentine 2,875 2,903 + 1.0 
Plattsmouth 6,244 6,557 + 5.0 Superior 2,935 2;883 - 1.8 
Lexington 5,572 6,232 + 11.8 Gothenberg 3,050 2,767 - 9.3 
Gering 4,585 6,025 + 31.4 ~'Includes places having 2,500 or 
'Falls City 5,598 5,857 + 4.6 more in 1960 ranked in order of 
Holdrege 5,226 5,773 + 10.5 1967 estimated populations. 
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COUNTY MIGRATION 
Assuming the correctness of the Bureau's estimates of year-end 
population, it is possible to start with the 1960 Census, use the 
birth and death statistics, and calculate the migration into or out 
of each county since the Census. This has been done for the per-
iod April 1, 1960, through December 31, 1966, and the results are 
shown in Table III. 
It will be noted from these figures that 80 of Nebraska's 93 
counties show net out-migration for this period, with percentages 
of 1960 populations ranging as high as 24 percent. Only Sarpy 
County shows in-migration of more than 6 percent. The figures 
indicate that persons leaving the state exceeded those entering by 
more than nine thousand , approximately 0 .6 pe rcent of the state's 
1960 population. 
Net out-migration from the 80 counties totaled 48,934 or approx-
imately 7 percent of the population of these counties. The 33 coun-
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ties that experienced more than 10 percent out-migration lost growth during the period--that is, the excess of births over deaths 
about 14 percent of their population in this way. It should be noted in these counties exceeded the net out-migration. 
that 17 of the 80 counties nevertheless showed some population E. S. WALLACE 
TABLE III 
NET MIGRATION OF THE POPULATIONS OF NEBRASKA COUNTIES FROM APRIL, 1960 TO END OF YEAR, 1966 
Migrants % of 1960 Migrants "/0 of 1960 Migrants % or" 1960 
County (+) Net In Population County (+) Net In Population County (+) Net In Population 
(-) Net Out (-) Net Out (-) Net Out 
Adams + 515 1.8 Frontier - 644 14.9 Nance - 532 9.4 
Antelope - 1,450 14.2 Furnas - 392 5.1 Nemaha - 976 10.7 
Arthur - 84 12.4 Gage -1,429 5.3 Nuckolls - 470 5.7 
Banner - 176 13.9 Garden - 337 9.7 Otoe - 502 3.0 
Blaine 
-
30 3.0 Garfield - 328 12.2 Pawnee - 499 9.3 
Boone - 1,219 13.3 Gosper - 259 10.4 Perkins - 660 15.8 
Box Butte - 1,652 14.1 Grant - 112 11.1 Phelps - 475 4.8 
Boyd 
-
no 16.0 Greeley - 529 11.5 Pierce - 127 1.5 
Brown - 78 1.8 Hall + 1,945 5.4 Platte + 456 1.8 
Buffalo + 161 0.6 Hamilton + 4 0.0 Polk - 382 5.3 
Burt - 892 8.8 Harlan - 599 11.8 Red Willow - 643 5.0 
Butler 
-
887 8~6 Hayes - 434 22.6 Richardson - 2,033 14.6 
Cass - 1,243 7.0 Hitchcock - 490 10.1 Rock - 367 14.4 
Cedar - 1,015 7.6 Holt -1,198 8.7 Saline + 148 1.2 
Chase - 399 9.2 Hooker + 28 2.5 Sarpy +14,737 47.1 
Cherry - 844 10.3 Howard - 404 6.2 Saunders - 468 2.7 
Cheyenne - 2,845 19.2 Jefferson - 114 1.0 Scotts Bluff - 394 1.2 
Clay 
-
247 2.8 Johnson - 290 4.6 Seward - 54 0.4 
Colfax - 440 4.6 Kearney - 179 2.7 Sheridan - 1,157 12.8 
Cuming - 899 7.2 Keith - 535 6.7 Sherman - 931 17.3 
Custer - 1,489 9.0 Keya Paha - 208 12.4 Sioux - 368 14.3 
Dakota - 34 0.3 Kimball -1,383 17.3 Stanton - 832 14.4 
Dawes - 610 6.4 Knox - 310 2.3 Thayer - 482 5.3 
Dawson - 948 4.9 Lancaster +3,181 2.0 Thomas - 258 23.9 
Deuel 
-
250 8.0 Lincoln -1,077 3.8 Thurston 
-
771 IO.a 
Dixon - 867 10.7 Logan - 114 10.3 Valley - 437 6.6 
Dodge + 631 1.9 Loup - 101 9.2 Washington + 302 2.5 
Douglas + 16,667 4.8 Madison +1,064 4.1 Wayne - 841 8.4 
Dundy - 337 9.4 McPherson - 116 15.8 Webster - 346 5.6 
Fillmore 
-
435 4.6 Merrick - 547 6.5 Wheeler - 153 11.8 
Franklin - 492 9.0 Morrill - 777 11.0 York - 288 2.1 
STATE TOTAL - 9,095 0.6 
*Net Migration is the difference between (1) the population as of April, 1960 plus 9/12s of the 1960 births and all of the births 
for 1961 through 1966 less 9/12s of the 1960 deaths and all of the deaths for 1961 through 1966 and (2) the Bureau of Business 
Research's estimated population as of year's end, 1966. 
Source: Computations by Bureau of Busine s s Re search. 
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